The central objective of this study was to investigate the role of social appraisal in sex differences in anger expression. Anger expression was inferred from the amount of hot sauce given to the person who induced anger. Participants were randomly assigned to a social condition, in which they expected to meet this person, or to a nonsocial condition, in which they had no such expectation. Men and women differed in their anger expressions, despite the fact that they did not differ in anger experience. Women expressed anger to a lesser extent than men, but only in the social condition. Social appraisal partly mediated the relation between sex and anger expression. The role of social appraisal in emotion and appraisal theory is discussed.
The concept of appraisal plays a central role in emotion theory (Scherer, Schorr, & Johnstone, 2001 ). Appraisal has been assigned different roles by different theorists and numerous types of appraisal have been outlined, but the essence of the group of theoretical models collectively known as "appraisal theory" is the claim that emotions are elicited by evaluations (appraisals) of events and situations (Roseman & Smith, 2001) . Although it has long been acknowledged that emotions have social causes and that emotion expressions have social functions (Parkinson, 1996; Shields, 2002) , appraisal processes have typically been studied at the level of the socially isolated individual. That is, an individual evaluates the meaning and impact of a given situation for him-or herself without considering the reactions of others in the same context. Less attention has been paid to the fact that other persons are not merely part of the context or that their feelings and potential reactions are also appraised. Manstead and Fischer (2001) introduced the concept social appraisal in emotion theory on the grounds that "behaviors, thoughts or feelings of one or more other persons in the emotional situation are appraised in addition to the appraisal of the event per se" (p. 222). Thus, social appraisal refers not only to the appraisal of the self as a social object; in addition, other persons are typically involved implicitly or explicitly in the construction of social appraisal.
In the present article we examine the concept of social appraisal in more detail and argue that social appraisal is central to the understanding of emotion expression and regulation. We focus on the emotion of anger because the press for emotion regulation is greatest in the context of intense negative emotions (Feldman Barrett, Gross, Christensen, & Benvenuto, 2001) , and because individuals are generally aware of the fact that angry responses can have an impact on others. Because men and women appear to regulate their anger differently (Gottman & Levenson, 1988; Shields, 2002) , we were interested in comparing the role of social appraisal in men and women. To our knowledge, the research reported in this article is the first empirical study of social appraisal and emotion. Manstead and Fischer (2001) distinguished two facets of social appraisal, both of which echo classic theories in social psychology. On the one hand, social appraisals should play a significant role in the experience of an emotion; that is, the way in which individuals evaluate an emotional event can be affected by the way in which others (apparently) evaluate that same event (see Fischer, Rotteveel, Evers, & Manstead, 2004; Parkinson, 2001) . The rationale for this comes from social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) , which holds that individuals have a need to evaluate their own opinions and beliefs by comparison with others. Schachter (1959; Schachter & Singer, 1962) applied this idea to the emotion domain by showing that individuals actively seek out information concerning how others evaluate and react to an emotional situation. In a related area, research on social modeling has shown that participants who are exposed to a model who is tolerant of pain stimuli exhibit decreased experience and expression of pain, compared with participants who were not exposed to such a model (Craig & Prkachin, 1978) .
Second, social appraisals should play a significant role in the expression of emotion; that is, the ways in which people express their emotions are influenced by the imagined social implications of these expressions. For instance, individuals may anticipate how others will react to their own emotional reaction ("How will the other feel if I act angry toward him?") or anticipate how others' reactions to their emotional expression may affect their personal goals or values ("If I show my anger, the other may not like me anymore"). This aspect of social appraisal is related to previous research on self-verification processes (Swann, 1983 (Swann, , 1984 ) and on impression management or self-presentation (Schlenker, 1980) , showing that individuals are generally aware of how others evaluate them and will adjust their behavior in order to enhance favorable self-evaluations or to receive social support from others. Applying this idea to emotional behavior, it seems reasonable to infer that individuals have expectations about how others will evaluate their emotional behavior, and will regulate their behavior accordingly.
In the present study, we focus on this second facet of social appraisal. For present purposes, then, a social appraisal is defined as the appraisal of the expected social implications of one's emotional behavior for oneself, for the provoker, or for other people present in the situation. These social implications can be divided into two categories. The first category is focused on the expected negative social implications of the emotional behavior. This reflects the extent to which a person expects his or her emotional behavior to have negative social consequences for the person himor herself, for the provoker, or for other people present in the situation. The second category focuses on the expected positive social implications of one's emotional behavior. This reflects the extent to which a person expects that his or her emotional response will result in positive social consequences. Thus, social appraisals concern possible changes in one's relations with others or in how others think of those around them. Social appraisals are therefore relational appraisals. They are relational not only in the sense that individuals appraise themselves in relation to the situation, but, more particularly, in the sense that they appraise the consequences of their emotional expression for their relations with others.
There are three reasons for thinking that social appraisals cannot simply be subsumed within current appraisal dimensions. First, current appraisal dimensions focus on the meaning and impact of an event for the focal individual, whereas social appraisal inherently entails the responses of others. Social appraisals are therefore more relational in nature than are appraisals of the situation usually identified by appraisal theorists. Second, appraisals are generally regarded as playing an important role in the elicitation of emotion. In the research reported in this article, we focus on the role of social appraisal once an emotion has been elicited. Such social appraisals are assumed to be important for the expression of emotion and can therefore be seen as serving a role beyond that served by situational appraisals. Third, because social appraisals are thought to be especially important after an emotion has been elicited, they are assumed to play a central role in the regulation of emotion and can therefore offer an insight into why individuals regulate their emotional behavior. It seems likely that persons who expect negative social implications of an unregulated emotion response are more likely to inhibit this response. Persons expecting their response to result in positive social implications, on the other hand, are more likely to express this emotion.
It is worth pointing out what social appraisal is not. First, it is not the same as an empathic disposition: Some people are dispositionally more sensitive to what other people think or do. This empathic disposition does not predict whether individuals report positive or negative social appraisals, but it may affect the intensity of social appraisals. Thus, empathic disposition is more likely to play a role as an antecedent of social appraisal. Second, social appraisal is not the same as reappraisal. Reappraisal refers to a revision of the initial appraisal, based on changes in the situation or one's cognitions and the success or failure of one's coping strategies (Lazarus, 2001) . By reappraising a threat, emotions are altered by constructing a new relational meaning of the stressful encounter. Social appraisal, on the other hand, is not a revision of the original appraisal but is a component of the appraisal process from the outset. It is certainly the case that an event may be reappraised in the light of how others have reacted to it, and this form of reappraisal comes very close to certain types of social appraisal. However, social appraisal is not restricted to this type of reappraisal.
Anger, Sex, and Social Appraisal
The role of social appraisal may be particularly apparent in anger because the consequences of anger are often interpersonal (Averill, 1983) . Conventional wisdom suggests that anger is a male emotion. However, there is little evidence to support this claim (see also Feldman Barrett, Robin, Pietromonaco, & Eyssell, 1998) . Most findings concerning the experience of anger show that there are no sex differences (Harris, 1994; Kring & Gordon, 1998; Wagner, Buck, & Winterbotham, 1993) . Even the notion that men express more anger than women is not consistently supported, and has only been shown in a few studies (e.g., Deffenbacher, Oetting, Lynch, & Morris, 1996) . Moreover, other research either shows that women express more anger than men do or reveals no sex differences (for an overview, see Kring, 2000) . We believe that these inconsistencies with respect to sex differences in anger expression may largely be due to the considerable variation in social contexts that have been examined in this body of research. Different social contexts are likely to evoke different social appraisals, and we assume that men and women differ with respect to the social appraisals they make.
Various lines of evidence are consistent with the notion that men and women make different social appraisals during anger episodes. For example, women are more anxious about the possible negative consequences for others when expressing anger (Eagly & Steffen, 1986) , and are more likely to empathize with the victim (Timmers, Fischer, & Manstead, 1998) . Men tend not to anticipate such negative reactions, and may even expect positive outcomes of their anger expression, such as admiration (Campbell & Muncer, 1987) .
In other words, both men and women seem to be sensitive to other persons' reactions in anger situations, albeit in different ways. When women are angry, this sensitivity to others often seems to involve empathy and negative social appraisals, which would account for suppression or inhibition of their anger. When men are angry, the sensitivity to others seems to involve positive social appraisals, which would account for the expression of anger. Our aim is to show that women and men, despite feeling equally angry, express their anger differently, and that such differences are related to differences in social appraisal.
We assume that negative social appraisals are related to the suppression or inhibition of anger expressions. Because we expect that the social contexts evoke social appraisals, we manipulate social context. In the nonsocial condition, participants are led to believe that they will not meet the person who is the object of their anger. In the social condition, on the other hand, participants are led to believe that they will meet the person who has angered them. We anticipate that social appraisals play a less important role in the nonsocial condition because the social implications of expressing anger are minimal. We expect social appraisals to play a more important role in the social condition because emotional behavior more clearly has social implications.
The expression and experience of laboratory-induced anger are often inhibited, making it difficult to capture its different manifestations (Frijda, Mesquita, Sonnemans, & Van Goozen, 1991) . We therefore chose to use a method that has proven to be effective as a way of measuring anger-related expressions: the "hot sauce paradigm" (see also Bushman, Baumeister, & Philips, 2001; Kirkpatrick, Waugh, Valencia, & Webster, 2002; Lieberman, Solomon, Greenberg, & McGregor, 1999) . In this paradigm, participants have the opportunity to express their anger toward someone by choosing the amount of hot sauce that this latter person will be asked to consume.
The study was designed to test the following predictions. First, we anticipated that there would be sex differences in the expression of anger (but not in the experience of anger) and that this sex difference should be moderated by the social context. More specifically, we expected a sex difference in anger expression in the social condition only, for it is here that the press to regulate anger is greatest. Second, we expected to find sex differences in social appraisals (but not in the usual appraisals of the anger-eliciting event). More specifically, with regard to the appraisals of the anger-eliciting event, we expected that both men and women would evaluate the situation as having negative implications for their well-being and as being unfair. With regard to social appraisals, however, we expected women to report more negative social appraisals than men. We expected that this sex difference would be moderated by the social context, such that women would only make more negative social appraisals than men in the social condition, because it is here that the social implications of anger expression are salient. Third, in order to demonstrate that social appraisal is not the same construct as general empathic disposition or sensitivity to interpersonal relations, we assessed individual differences in empathy by means of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1983) . As well as expecting to replicate the well-established finding that women score higher than men on the IRI Empathic Concern scale, we aimed to show that anger expressions are predicted by social appraisal, even when the IRI Empathic Concern scale is taken into account. Fourth, we hypothesized that the predicted sex differences in anger-related expressions would be mediated by sex differences in social appraisal. Relatedly, we expected that social appraisals would provide additional explanatory power in predicting anger expressions, over and above that provided by measures of the appraisals of the anger-eliciting event.
Method

Participants
One hundred twenty-nine students (52 men and 77 women) at the University of Amsterdam participated in this study. Participants received course credit or €7 (approximately $6) for participation and were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. Data from participants who in the course of debriefing reported a connection between the false feedback given in the first study and the allocation of hot sauce in the second study were not included in the analyses. The final sample consisted of 119 participants (50 men and 69 women, average age 22.7 years).
Procedure
After arriving at the laboratory, participants were told that more than one student would be participating at the same time, and that they would take part in two unrelated experiments designed by researchers from different programs (social psychology and experimental psychology). For reasons of efficiency, the same experimenter would run both experiments. The first study was described as examining students' writing ability. They were told that one participant would write an essay and another participant would evaluate this essay. To encourage participants' belief that assignment to the roles of writing and evaluating the essay was random, they were asked to draw a lot. All lots contained the text "writing an essay." Participants were then instructed to write an essay on the death penalty. The essay could be for or against the death penalty, as the participant preferred. It was explained that after writing the essay they would first evaluate their own essay using an evaluation form, and that the essay would then be shown to another participant for an independent evaluation. It was made clear that it was important for the study that good essays should be written, and to this end a reward was being offered to reflect the judged quality of the essays. Essays would be rated by another participant on scales ranging from Ϫ3 (very poor) to ϩ3 (excellent). For each scale rated ϩ1 or higher, the participants would earn €2. Because there were six scales, the experimenter put six €2 coins on the table in order "to remind the participants to write a good essay."
After 15 min, the experimenter returned to the room and asked the participants to evaluate their own essays. They were told that another participant would rate the essay on the same scales and would place the rating sheet in an envelope. While the essay was supposedly being rated, participants completed the IRI (Davis, 1983) . When participants had finished, the experimenter entered the room with the envelope and then left, giving participants 1 min in which to see how the other participant had evaluated their essay. Half the participants received negative ratings (intended to evoke anger): all scales attracted ratings between Ϫ3 (very poor) and Ϫ1 (below average). These participants therefore did not receive any reward. In addition, there was a handwritten remark at the bottom of the rating sheet stating that the writer was naive and had an immature point of view. The remaining participants received positive ratings (intended as a control condition): half the scales were rated between ϩ3 (excellent) and ϩ2 (nearly excellent), and half the scales attracted 0 (average) ratings. These participants therefore received three €2 coins. At the bottom of the rating sheet was a handwritten remark stating that the essay was well written and that the participant had an interesting point of view. 1 Next, the participants were told that they would have an opportunity to comment on the evaluations of their essays that had ostensibly been made by another participant. Although this was obviously part of the first study, participants were told that the experimenter preferred to continue with the second study because all of the materials for this study were ready and that this would be more efficient. Participants were asked if they agreed to comment on the evaluations of their essays after the second study. Everybody agreed. How the procedure continued varied as a function of the social context manipulation. In one condition (social), participants were told that they would be introduced to the participant who had rated their essay at the end of the experiment, in order to discuss the essay and how it had been evaluated. In the other condition (nonsocial), participants were told that they would not be meeting the person who had rated their essay.
The second study was then introduced. Participants were informed that they would taste and evaluate a sample of food-either dry or spicy food, depending on random assignment. Participants were also told that because the experimenter needed to be unaware of the type and quantity of food tasted, the participants themselves would administer the food samples to each other. These and all other details follow Lieberman et al.'s (1999) procedure exactly.
Next, participants completed a taste preference inventory on which they reported their liking for salty, spicy, dry, sweet, sour, and creamy food on 21-point scales. At this time, they were also asked as a precaution whether they had any food allergies (none were reported). The experimenter then returned and told the participants that they had been randomly assigned to the dry food condition. The experimenter then left and returned with a cracker in a bowl. Participants were instructed to consume the entire cracker and evaluate its taste on a scale with responses ranging from 1 (completely dislike) to 9 (like very much).
After several minutes, the experimenter returned with a tray containing all of the hot-sauce-allocation materials. The participants were instructed to prepare a sample of hot sauce to give to another person (who had ostensibly been randomly assigned to the spicy food condition) and were told that, to avoid confusion, they were to prepare a sample for the person who had rated their essays earlier.
2 Thus, participants were led to believe that although they were participating in two unrelated studies, the luck of the draw resulted in their having the same interaction partner in both studies.
Participants were instructed to use a plastic spoon to place a quantity of the hot sauce into the bowl and to seal it with the lid provided. They were further told that they should put in as little or as much as they wanted. It was also made clear that the person who received the hot sauce would have to consume the entire quantity allocated (with tortilla chips that would be provided). To ensure that participants were aware of the strength of the hot sauce, they were instructed to use another spoon to taste it. They were then asked to write on the cup the number of the participant who had previously rated their essay. Before leaving the room, the experimenter handed the participants a checklist of the steps involved in allocating the hot sauce to ensure that no errors were made.
After participants had prepared their hot sauce samples (which we treated as their anger-related expression), participants were told that the second study was now finished. However, there was still the one outstanding element of the first study: In the social condition, they were asked to make judgments of the essay ratings that had been made by the other participant, prior to meeting this other participant; in the nonsocial condition, participants were simply asked to judge the essay ratings. When they were done with this judgment (which we treated as appraisals of the anger-eliciting event), they were told that the "essay raters" were often curious to know how their ratings had been judged by the essay writer, so participants were asked whether they would agree to their judgments being revealed to the rater of their essays.
3 Finally, before participants were thoroughly debriefed, they completed a questionnaire packet in which emotional experience and appraisals were assessed. Hot sauce samples were weighed after participants had left.
To avoid confusion about the different evaluations assessed in this procedure, we now summarize these evaluations and the terms that are used to describe them. First, participants evaluated their own essays. We refer to these ratings as own essay evaluation. Second, a fellow participant supposedly rated the participant's essay. We call these ratings essay ratings. Third, participants judged these essay ratings; that is, they judged the extent to which they agreed with the other participant's evaluation of their essays. We refer to these judgments as appraisals of the anger-eliciting event.
Materials
Own essay evaluation. Ratings of structure, content, writing style, clarity, precision, and overall quality were combined to form the own essay evaluation index (␣ ϭ .78).
Essay ratings. The essay ratings ostensibly made by another participant were made on the same rating scales. Scales had responses that ranged from 1 (very bad) to 7 (excellent). At the foot of the evaluation forms, there was space for "any other remarks."
Emotional experience. Although anger was the focal emotion in the present research, other emotions were also assessed. Participants were asked how strongly they experienced each of the following emotions after receiving their essay ratings: anger, relief, happiness, and sadness. Ratings were made on 7-point scales, with responses ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).
Anger-related expression. The anger-related expression was the amount of hot sauce allocated to the object of anger in grams. Because the amount of allocated hot sauce varied markedly between participants and as a consequence was nonnormally distributed, the weight was subjected to a loglinear transformation. In the Results section, we report the analyses that were performed on the loglinear function of the absolute amount in grams.
Appraisals of anger-eliciting event. Seven items were used to measure the appraisal of the essay rating. Three items were combined into fairness appraisals: "The essay rating was fair," "The essay rating was justified," and "The essay rating was honest" (␣ ϭ .85). Four items were combined into valence appraisals: These were ratings on scales labeled clear, professional, overall quality, and extent of agreement with the ratings (␣ ϭ .84). Ratings were made on 7-point scales with responses ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).
Social appraisals. Five items were used to measure social appraisals with regard to the hot sauce allocation. Given that allocating hot sauce can hardly be expected to result in positive social implications, the five items measuring social appraisals of allocating hot sauce were all negative. These social appraisals were related either to the social implications for the participant him-or herself or to the social implications for the person who would have to eat the hot sauce. To identify clusters of items within the social appraisals, a principal axis analysis was computed. Both the eigenvalues criterion and a visual scan of the scree plots pointed to a two-factor solution. We labeled the factors self-related and other-related social appraisals. To check whether these factors were correlated, we applied an oblique (oblimen) rotation. The factors were not correlated (r ϭ .11), suggesting that the items formed two reliably different components of the underlying social appraisal construct. To verify the factor structure, the items were further evaluated in a principal axis analysis with varimax rotation. The results of this analysis indicated that the same two factors were found. Reliability analyses were then conducted to form internally coherent scales.
Two items reflecting self-related social appraisals were as follows: "I took account of the possibility that the other participant might not like me as a consequence of having to eat the sauce" and "I took account of the possibility that the other participant might get angry with me as a consequence of having to eat the sauce" (r ϭ .70, p Ͻ .01). Three items tapped other-related social appraisals. Each item started with "I took into account that the other person____" and then continued with one of the following: "had to eat everything I allocated," "might feel disgust at the sauce," and "might feel unpleasant as a result of having to eat the sauce" (␣ ϭ .71). 2 In the original hot sauce procedure, participants were handed a bogus taste preference inventory indicating that the target disliked spicy food. In our study, this part was skipped because during piloting it turned out that this made participants suspicious (i.e., they tended to see a connection between the false feedback and the hot sauce allocation). However, we asked participants if they disliked the hot sauce themselves. They indicated that they disliked it very much (on a 7-point scale with responses ranging from 1 [like it very much] to 7 [like it not at all]; M ϭ 5.95, SD ϭ 1.31).
3 Of the 129 participants, only 2 did not agree to show their judgments to the rater of their essay. These 2 participants were both women in the negative feedback condition. One of them argued that she did not agree because "I am worried about getting into an argument with this person, so I prefer not to show it."
Other materials. Participants rated how much hot sauce 4 they had allocated and whether they thought the rater of their essay had been a man or a woman. Furthermore, they completed the IRI, a measure of empathy differentiating between components of other-oriented empathy and those of personal distress (Davis, 1983) . The IRI consists of 28 items and four scales: Perspective Taking, Fantasy, Empathic Concern, and Personal Distress. The scale of interest for the present study was Empathic Concern because this is intended to assess empathic disposition. Responses to the IRI were made on 5-point scales, with responses ranging from A (does not describe me well) to E (describes me very well). 
Results
Manipulation Check
Own Essay Evaluation
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed with sex as the independent variable and own essay evaluation as the dependent variable. The effect of sex was not significant ( p Ͼ .45). Men (M ϭ 4.68, SD ϭ 0.75) and women (M ϭ 4.58, SD ϭ 0.69) evaluated their essays quite similarly.
Emotional Experience
A 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (feedback) ϫ 2 (social context) MANOVA was performed with the emotions anger, sadness, relief, and happiness as the dependent variables. The multivariate main effect of feedback was significant , F(4, 106) 
Anger-Related Expression
A 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (feedback) ϫ 2 (social context) ANOVA was performed on the amount of hot sauce allocated. The main effect of feedback was significant, F(1, 113) ϭ 24.72, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .19. Participants in the negative feedback condition allocated more hot sauce (M ϭ 51.48, SD ϭ 10.96) than did participants in the positive feedback condition (M ϭ 43.70, SD ϭ 8.92). There was also a main effect of sex, F(1, 113) ϭ 19.08, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .15. Men allocated more hot sauce (M ϭ 51.63, SD ϭ 11.63) than women did (M ϭ 44.51, SD ϭ 8.90). Finally, the three-way interaction was significant, F(1, 113) ϭ 9.52, p Ͻ .003, 2 ϭ .08. Analysis of simple main effects showed that within the negative feedback condition women only allocated less hot sauce than men did in the social condition, F(1, 109) ϭ 18.18, p Ͻ .0001. Furthermore, women who had received negative feedback allocated more hot sauce in the nonsocial condition than in the social condition, F(1, 109) ϭ 7.11, p Ͻ .009. Also, within the social condition, men who had received negative feedback allocated more hot sauce than did men who had received positive feedback, F(1, 109) ϭ 14.06, p Ͻ .0001; within the nonsocial condition, women who had received negative feedback allocated more hot sauce than did men who had received positive feedback, F(1, 109) ϭ 12.87, p Ͻ .001 (see Table 2 for means). No other interaction or main effects were significant ( p Ͼ .30). 5 4 Hot sauce was prepared precisely in accordance with the recipe given by Lieberman et al. (1999) . Other materials for the hot sauce part of the experiment included small plastic spoons for participants to use in allocating hot sauce samples and for tasting the hot sauce themselves, Styrofoam bowls (400 ml) into which the samples were spooned, crackers for participants to taste as part of the bogus taste preferences task, containers in which the crackers were delivered to participants, a glass of water for participants to drink, and a scale to weigh the hot sauce samples.
5 Participants also reported how many spoons full of sauce they allocated. A 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (feedback) ϫ 2 (social context) ANOVA was performed with the self-reported amount of allocated hot sauce as the dependent variable. The effect of feedback was significant, F(1, 110) ϭ 15.02, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .10. Univariate analyses showed that participants reported giving more hot sauce in the negative feedback condition (M ϭ 1.06, SD ϭ 0.76) than in the positive feedback condition (M ϭ 0.58, SD ϭ 0.44). No other interaction or main effects were significant ( p Ͼ .20). 
Appraisals of Anger-Eliciting Event
A 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (feedback) ϫ 2 (social context) ANOVA was performed with the two indices of appraisal of the anger-eliciting event, fairness appraisals and valence appraisals, as the dependent variables. A multivariate main effect of feedback was found, F(2, 110) ϭ 34.07, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .38. Univariate analyses showed that participants in the positive feedback condition (M ϭ 4.93, SD ϭ 0.95) appraised the situation as fairer than did participants in the negative feedback condition (M ϭ 3.35, SD ϭ 1.32), F(1, 111) ϭ 56.46, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .34. Moreover, participants in the positive feedback condition (M ϭ 4.86, SD ϭ 1.08) appraised the situation as more positive than did participants in the negative feedback condition (M ϭ 3.31, SD ϭ 1.08), F(1, 111) ϭ 64.04, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .37. No other main or interaction effects were significant ( p Ͼ .15). Thus, men and women appraised the angerinducing event as equally unfair and as equally negative.
Social Appraisals
A 2 (sex) ϫ 2 (feedback) ϫ 2 (social context) MANOVA was performed on self-related and other-related social appraisals. The multivariate main effect of feedback was significant, F(2, 110) ϭ 5.50, p Ͻ .005, 2 ϭ .09. Univariate analyses showed that participants in the positive feedback condition (M ϭ 6.15, SD ϭ 0.90) reported stronger other-related social appraisals than did participants in the negative feedback condition (M ϭ 5.44, SD ϭ 1.25), F(1, 111) ϭ 10.94, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .09. Thus, participants who received negative feedback were less concerned about the negative social implications for the other person than were participants who received positive feedback. The multivariate main effect of sex was marginally significant, F(2, 110) ϭ 2.62, p Ͻ .07, 2 ϭ .05. Univariate analyses showed that women (M ϭ 6.00, SD ϭ 1.14) reported stronger other-related social appraisals than men did (M ϭ 5.52, SD ϭ 1.08), F(1, 111) ϭ 5.12, p Ͻ .026, 2 ϭ .04, indicating that women were more focused than men on the social implications of the hot sauce allocation for the other person. No other interaction or main effects were significant ( p Ͼ .15).
IRI
A one-way MANOVA was performed with sex as independent variable and the four IRI scales (Perspective Taking, Fantasy, Empathic Concern, and Personal Distress) as dependent variables. The multivariate main effect of sex was significant, F(4, 109) ϭ 9.60, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .26. Women had higher scores on the Empathic Concern scale (M ϭ 2.89, SD ϭ 0.45) than men did (M ϭ 2.42, SD ϭ 0.50), F(1, 113) ϭ 27.50, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .20.
6
The Empathic Concern scale did not correlate with self-related social appraisals (r ϭ Ϫ.076, p ϭ .41), or with other-related social appraisals (r ϭ Ϫ.091, p ϭ .32).
Appraisals as Predictors of Anger-Related Expression
To test our prediction that social appraisals would provide explanatory power additional to that provided by appraisals of the anger-inducing event in predicting anger expressions, the amount of hot sauce allocated was regressed onto fairness and valence appraisals (Step 1) and onto self-related and other-related social appraisals (Step 2). At Step 1, the appraisals explained 11% of the variance, a significant contribution, F(2, 116) ϭ 7.49, p Ͻ .001. The beta weight associated with valence appraisals was significant (␤ ϭ Ϫ.101, p Ͻ .01). Adding social appraisals to the equation at
Step 2 increased the amount of variance explained by 9%, a significant increment, F(4, 114) ϭ 7.32, p Ͻ .0001. The beta weights associated with valence appraisals (␤ ϭ Ϫ.094, p Ͻ .01) and other-related social appraisals (␤ ϭ Ϫ.087, p Ͻ .001) were both significant. Thus, the extent to which participants expressed their anger was significantly influenced by other-related social appraisals as well as valence appraisals. 
Mediation Analyses
We predicted that any observed sex differences in amount of hot sauce allocated would be mediated by social appraisals of hot sauce allocation. Mediation was tested in the four steps described by Baron and Kenny (1986) . Given that sex differences were found only for other-related social appraisals, only these social appraisals were included in these analyses. Steps 1 and 2 showed that women allocated less hot sauce than men did (␤ ϭ Ϫ.179, p Ͻ .001), and that women reported stronger negative social appraisals than men did (␤ ϭ .478, p Ͻ .02).
Step 3 showed that reporting stronger negative social appraisals was associated with allocating less hot sauce (␤ ϭ Ϫ.094, p Ͻ .0001).
Step 4 showed that the relation between sex and hot-sauce allocation was not completely mediated by negative social appraisals, in that the beta weight for sex was still significant (␤ ϭ Ϫ.152, p Ͻ .01). However, a Sobel Test of Mediated Effects showed that the reduction in the explanatory power of sex when social appraisals were controlled for was 6 Women also had higher scores on the Fantasy scale (M ϭ 2.85, SD ϭ 0.56) than men did (M ϭ 2.42, SD ϭ 0.73), F(1, 113) ϭ 12.48, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .12, and women had higher scores on the Personal Distress scale (M ϭ 1.81, SD ϭ 0.63) than men did (M ϭ 1.43, SD ϭ 0.58), F(1, 113) ϭ 10.85, p Ͻ .001, 2 ϭ .10. 7 When the Empathic Concern scale of the IRI was included to the equation in Step 2, and social appraisals in Step 3, adding social appraisals to the equation increased the amount of variance explained by 8%, a significant increment, F(5, 113) ϭ 6.79, p Ͻ .0001. The beta weights associated with valence appraisals (␤ ϭ Ϫ.101, p Ͻ .01), empathic concern (␤ ϭ Ϫ.105, p Ͻ .05), and other-related social appraisals (␤ ϭ Ϫ.082, p Ͻ .001) were all significant. 
Sex of Essay Rater
We also examined whether participants expected the person who evaluated their essay to be a man or a woman. Receiving negative feedback or positive feedback did not have any influence on the expected sex of the essay rater, 2 (1, N ϭ 118) ϭ 3.37, p Ͻ .07, neither did being in the social or nonsocial condition, 2 (1, N ϭ 118) ϭ 0.25, p ϭ .62. However, men were more likely than women to think that the rater of their essay was a woman rather than a man, 2 (1, N ϭ) ϭ 3.52, p Ͻ .06 (see Table 3 for all frequencies). Although this effect was only marginally significant, we wanted to rule out the possibility that the previously mentioned sex differences in response to variations in social context were a function of differences between men and women with regard to the expected sex of the essay rater. We therefore performed analysis of covariance or multivariate analysis of covariance (as appropriate), using expected sex of rater as a covariate, on all measures of emotions, appraisals, and anger-related expression. Expected sex of the essay rater was only a significant covariate for the two scales assessing appraisal of the anger-inducing event: fairness appraisals, F(1, 109) ϭ 7.05, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .06, and valence appraisals, F(1, 109) ϭ 3.96, p Ͻ .05, 2 ϭ .03. However, the main effects of feedback remained significant for both the Fairness Appraisal scale, F(1, 109) ϭ 62.29, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .36, and the Valence Appraisal scale, F(1, 109) ϭ 66.91, p Ͻ .0001, 2 ϭ .38. In no other case did the covariate exert a significant effect, so we concluded that expected sex of the essay rater did not play a role in producing any of the observed effects.
Discussion
Previous studies have yielded inconsistent results with respect to differences in the ways in which men and women express and regulate their anger (e.g., Kring & Gordon, 1998) . The primary objective of the present research was to investigate the extent to which social appraisals could account for sex differences in anger expression. Social appraisals were defined as the expected social implications of one's anger expression. Anger expression was inferred from the amount of hot sauce allocated to the object of anger.
As anticipated, we found that men and women did not differ in their reports of experienced anger. However, they did differ in their expression of anger. By comparison with women, men allocated more hot sauce to the person who had angered them. As predicted, this effect was moderated by the social context manipulation. In the nonsocial condition, in which participants thought they would not meet the person who had angered them, men and women did not differ in anger expression. However, in the social condition, in which participants were led to believe that they would meet the person who had angered them, women expressed their anger less than men did.
We predicted that this sex difference would be related to sex differences in social appraisal. Women were indeed more focused than men on the potentially negative consequences of their anger expression. Although we had expected this sex difference to be moderated by social context, it was equally strong in the social and the nonsocial conditions. This might be due to the perceived aversiveness of the anger-related expression. Female participants may have regarded allocating hot sauce as unduly malevolent, regardless of social context. Additionally, female participants had more dispositional empathic concern than their male counterparts, as evidenced by the IRI scores.
As predicted, negative social appraisals helped to account for the sex differences in anger expression. Thus, the fact that women expressed anger to a lesser degree than men did was due to their expectations that the hot sauce allocation would have negative social implications. However, when the context was nonsocial, these sex differences in the expression of anger were absent. The present study provides the first empirical evidence, to our knowledge, that social appraisal is related to the regulation of anger expression.
A question that arises from these findings is why women differ from men in their perceptions of the social implications of expressing their anger. One possible explanation is that men and women learn different display rules for the expression of emotion (see Brody, 1985 , for a review). In general, girls are socialized to control hostile emotions, and this seems likely to result in stronger negative social expectations of anger expressions. Boys, by contrast, are socialized to express their anger freely. Display rules are more likely to play a role in regulating emotion expression when others are present, and are less likely to exert influence in a less social context (Buck, Losow, Murphy, & Costanzo, 1992) , such as in the nonsocial condition of the present study.
A second possible explanation for sex differences in social appraisal focuses on relevant attributes of the social relations in question. The nonintimate relationship with the person who an-8 Participants were also asked to explain why they thought their essay rater was a man or a woman. These answers were very diverse; here are a few examples: "There are more women studying psychology," "It was a wild guess," "Only a man would add such a critical remark," and "Because of the handwriting, but I was not sure about it." Male  15  34  29  20  24  25  Female  33  36  29  40  37  32 gered them in the present study might well be such an attribute. The degree of intimacy with the object of anger might influence the extent to which social appraisals are activated. It has been found, for example, that women express their anger more often in the context of intimate relationships (Archer, 2000; Kring, 2000) . We assume that women have less negative social appraisals in such contexts because they are less anxious about the negative implications of their anger expression. This would be interesting to study in future research. Social appraisals provide an explanation of why men and women regulate their anger behavior differently, at least under certain circumstances. On these grounds, we would argue that social appraisal is a valuable addition to standard appraisal dimensions, which was empirically supported by the finding that adding social appraisals enhanced the prediction of anger-related expression above and beyond the effect of the appraisals of the event. Moreover, social appraisal is not the same construct as empathic concern: Empathic concern and social appraisals were not correlated; the relation between sex and anger behavior was not mediated by empathic concern; and although empathic concern explained a significant amount of variance in hot sauce allocation over and above appraisals of the anger-eliciting event, adding social appraisal yielded a further significant boost in explained variance.
The hot sauce paradigm has some methodological similarities with more classic paradigms in which participants were first angered and then given the possibility to retaliate; for example, by administering electric shocks (Berkowitz & LePage, 1967; Berkowitz, Lepinski, & Angulo, 1969) . These earlier studies have been subjected to a "demand characteristics" critique: Participants should be likely to assume that the link between provocation and opportunity to retaliate is the topic of the research and be motivated to confirm what they believe the experimenter is hypothesizing (e.g., Page & Scheidt, 1971 ). This critique has been shown to be of limited value in accounting for the findings of these studies. For example, it has been demonstrated that participants are only obedient to an experimenter's clear request, and are not motivated to confirm the experimenter's hypothesis if this is not explicitly required from them (Berkowitz, 1971) . In any case, we believe that there are good reasons for thinking that demand cues did not play a substantial role in our own study. First, the allocation of hot sauce was introduced in a second study, unrelated to the first study in which the participants were angered. The few participants who saw a connection between the two studies were removed from the final sample. Second, because the second study was presented as a study of taste preferences, it is unlikely that participants would have spontaneously regarded hot sauce allocation as angry or aggressive behavior. If demand characteristics play any role in studies of anger and aggression, it seems more likely that they will do so with stimuli that are already associated with anger or aggression (e.g., weapons or shocks). It seems highly unlikely that hot sauce is a conditioned cue for anger. Moreover, if our experimental procedure contained any demands to allocate hot sauce to the person who had angered the participant, it is unclear why men and women allocated different amounts depending on the social circumstances.
Our finding that social appraisals play an important role in the anger process underlines the importance of the social context in emotional behavior. That social context affects emotion has been found in previous research. Explanations of these context effects have largely focused on social motives (Fridlund, 1994) or on display rules (Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Philippot, Feldman, & Coats, 1999) . The behavioral ecology view proposed by Fridlund posits that facial displays reflect social motives and are more manifest in social situations. To account for the present findings, this theory would have to appeal to the different social motives held by men and women under different social circumstances, and would have to extend its argument concerning facial displays to other behaviors, such as hot sauce allocation. An explanation in terms of display rules could help to explain why men and women seem to behave in accordance with different display rules. However, it seems unlikely that culturally acquired display rules would be so specific that they would prescribe how much hot sauce should be allocated to one who has angered someone else, depending on whether he or she does or does not expect to meet this person in the near future. Our view is that the concept of social appraisal, while sharing some attributes of these two explanations, has greater explanatory power than either of them, offering a more complete and better integrated explanation for the present findings.
